
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 1 





 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 2 











































 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 3 
 



NRDC: Nature's Voice

 
 

 

 

 

NRDC Takes Polar Bear Fight to 
the World Stage

 

Bulldozers, Chainsaws, Oil Rigs... 
and Now Global Warming, Too

 

Dirty Mine Threatens Bryce 
National Park

A Spirited Call to Action on 
Global Warming

Talking With... Frances Beinecke

Wolf Deaths Mount as Hunts 
Continue in the Rockies

Switchboard: Good for Fish, 

Good for People 
 

Desert Showdown... Cleaner Air 
in L.A... Streetlights Turn 
Greener  

This Green Life: Trashy Habits 

This Green Life's Nature Map: 
Share Your Favorite Places!

 

 
Contents | About Nature’s Voice | Contact Us 
© Natural Resources Defense Council  
Photo Credits: top, © Robert Glenn Ketchum; middle, © Jeff Vanuga; bottom, © Getty 
 

 

http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/default.asp [1/11/2010 4:36:04 PM]

http://www.nrdc.org/
https://secure.nrdconline.org/08/nrdc_join
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/espanol/default.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/success1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/success1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/campaign1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/campaign1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature2.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature2.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature3.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature4.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature4.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature5.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature5.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/news1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/news1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/news1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/thisgreenlife/0911.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/online.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/online.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/campaign1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/campaign1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature1.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature2.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/feature2.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/about.asp
http://www.nrdc.org/naturesvoice/contact.asp










 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 4 



FW: Tell your senators to reject a dangerous attempt to weaken the 
Clean Air Act  
 

 
From: NRDC Activist Alert [mailto:earthaction@nrdcaction.org]  
Sent: Monday, January 11, 2010 12:10 PM 
To: Wald, Johanna 
Subject: Tell your senators to reject a dangerous attempt to weaken the Clean Air Act 

Visit NRDC's Action Center at www.nrdc.org/action 

 

Donate 
Join NRDC and help 
protect the planet's 
wildlife and wild places 

 

Explore 
Subscribe to NRDC 
Online, our monthly 
newsletter, for news you 
can use 

 

Plug In 
Connect to Switchboard, 
the NRDC blog 

 

Reach Out 
Send messages in style 
with our beautiful nature 
postcards 

 

Update 
Use your Action Center 
Profile to manage your 
subscriptions and 
personal info 

  

 

 

January 11, 2010 

Tell your senators to reject a dangerous attempt to 
weaken the Clean Air Act 

On January 20th the Senate is scheduled to 
vote on an amendment that would dismantle 
the Clean Air Act as a tool for tackling global 
warming. This attack, sponsored by Senator 
Lisa Murkowski (R-AK), would put public 
health at risk and jeopardize long-overdue 
action to hold the biggest polluters 
accountable for their global warming 
pollution. It also would stop action to reduce 
America's oil dependence and to jump-start 
a vibrant clean energy economy. 

The Clean Air Act is a bedrock 
environmental law with a 40-year track 
record of cutting dangerous pollution to 
protect public health and the environment. In 
2007 the Supreme Court ruled that global warming pollutants are covered by 
the Clean Air Act, and last year President Obama took action under this ruling 
by issuing landmark clean vehicle standards that will save consumers money 
at the pump, cut global warming pollution and reduce America's oil 
dependence. Another ruling under the Clean Air Act will ensure that the 
largest power plants and factories use modern technology to reduce their 
global warming pollution and use cleaner energy. 

Instead of embracing this progress, Senator Murkowski's amendment would 
strike at the heart of the Clean Air Act, blocking these actions and letting 
America's biggest polluters off the hook. It also would undermine our country's 
credibility just after President Obama brought home from the Copenhagen 
climate talks the first pollution-reduction commitments from all major 
economies, including China and India. 

Instead of standing in the way of progress, Congress should move quickly to 
enact the energy and climate legislation the country needs to build a clean 

 

 

http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=prWQiDLSCEFl7xpofw7THA..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=uA6z888-XzIs9_GU3xRKEQ..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=4Jhknd6NsnLKWg1qDWDmLw..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=lVhRahyQ8iDa_IUHNmjXSw..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=J31t0Uqplk1X982a2rreGg..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=Id3jzLmxLbKLpsOKZ_aVUA..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=qqZUfd_MSdiOYnLhyH-gSg..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=nuShmnGBk7ye33DOU1wIbQ..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=2PgtPQ1IaMVC0E7IYQUF_Q..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=VzCRYwdUEVDAxz_rQKYyHw..�
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=tKLUc8v8QorKuxc0fjIngg..
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=iKU1CXVCx1tMNuB6ItUa0A..
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=JXIpRinNGeXJooPPLX4bAQ..
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=YV4gdDNxm0EWCAP1Kv2arQ..
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=TGrHBjIpt08bOTCY8g2pbA..
http://www.nrdconline.org/site/R?i=etAP2xdgsCKradZ4xo7gXQ..


energy economy, create jobs and protect the environment. 

What to do 
Send a message right away urging your senators to oppose the Murkowski 
amendment, and remind your senators that we depend on the Clean Air Act to protect 
our health and environment. Tell them we need energy and climate legislation this 
year. 
 

 

   

  
The Natural Resources Defense Council is a nonprofit environmental organization with 1.2 million members and online 
activists, and a staff of scientists, attorneys and environmental experts. Our mission is to protect the planet's wildlife and 
wild places and ensure a safe and healthy environment for all living things. 

For more information about NRDC or how to become a member of NRDC, please contact us at: 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
40 West 20th Street, New York, NY 10011 
212-727-4511 (voice) / 212-727-1773 (fax) 
Email: nrdcaction@nrdc.org 
http://www.nrdc.org 

   
 

We appreciate the opportunity to communicate with you and other NRDC Activists. We are committed to protecting your 
privacy and will never sell, exchange or rent your email address.  
 
To update your contact information or manage your subscriptions, go to your profile editor. If you would prefer not to 
receive these action alerts and updates, you can click here to remove yourself from this list.    
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a b s t r a c t

The Magnuson–Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) was amended in 1996 to
require that overfished stocks be rebuilt in as short a time period as possible, not to exceed 10 years, with
limited exceptions. This comment examines the basic but important question of whether the
implementation of rebuilding plans under the 1996 amendments has in fact been associated with
biomass recovery. Specifically, for each of the 44 stocks examined, this analysis compares the biomass
trend before rebuilding plan implementation to the trend after rebuilding plan implementation using a
linear trend-break model. The analysis demonstrates a statistically significant positive association
between the implementation of rebuilding plans and standardized biomass in 19 of 44 stocks. None of
the 44 stocks examined showed a statistically significant negative association. The analysis showed a
strong temporal relationship between the implementation of the policy and rebounds in fish stocks.

& 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

The 1996 passage of the Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA), which
reauthorized and amended the Magnuson–Stevens Fishery Man-
agement and Conservation Act (MSA), marked a sea change in the
United States' approach to fishery management [1]. In response to
a large number of depleted fish stocks in federal waters, particu-
larly in the New England region, a requirement was added to the
law that rebuilding plans be developed for overfished stocks [2].
These plans must include time periods for rebuilding that are “as
short as possible, … not [to] exceed 10 years except in cases where
the biology of the stock of fish, other environmental conditions, or
management measures under an international agreement in
which the United States participates dictate otherwise [3]”.

Since its enactment, the new requirement to expeditiously
rebuild depleted fish populations has been a focal point of debate,
eliciting both support [4,5] and criticism [6]. However, despite the
political attention, there has been little statistical examination of
whether the provision is working.

Several prior studies do provide an accounting of progress. The
first study, published 7 years after the implementation of the
rebuilding requirement, found “disappointing” early results, with
only three of 76 overfished stocks successfully rebuilt [7]. A more

recent report1 found mounting successes, with 48% of stocks
rebuilt in 2013 [8].

The MSA is up for reauthorization in 2014, and the rebuilding
requirements may be among the provisions considered for amend-
ment. Thus, the time is right to evaluate the rebuilding require-
ment's efficacy. This study is the first to explore whether the
implementation of the rebuilding policy is correlated with statis-
tically significant changes in population trends of overfished fish
stocks.

2. Materials and methods

This study identified 62 fish stocks designated as overfished by
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and subjected to
rebuilding plans following the SFA's enactment.2 Of these 62 stocks,
44 were identified for which stock assessment data are sufficient to
assess biomass trends since the plan's implementation. To satisfy
this criterion, a stock must have been in a rebuilding plan since
before 2010 and had at least one stock assessment since the plan's
implementation.
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Biomass and fishing mortality data were compiled from the
most recent stock assessments conducted by NMFS. Biomass
proxies such as spawning stock biomass were used when they
were relied on by the most recent stock assessment. These
assessments are utilized by NMFS to evaluate the progress of
rebuilding plans and are the best available information. Still, it
should be noted that the assessments are limited by how recently
they were conducted, the quality of the data sources, and uncer-
tainty in the models used. The present study necessarily excluded
more than 200 federally managed fish stocks for which assess-
ments do not exist or are considered out of date by NMFS, and
therefore stock status is considered unknown.

For each stock, standardized biomass (biomass or proxy nor-
malized by estimate of biomass at maximum sustainable yield)
was analyzed from 1976 (or earliest date available after 1976) to
the date the stock was declared rebuilt (or, if the stock has not
been rebuilt, the most recent date available). The start date, 1976,
was chosen because this is when the MSA was enacted. The MSA
significantly changed the fisheries management landscape in the
United States, including the creation of a 200-mile conservation
zone and the regional fishery management council system.

Since there is no data on overfished stocks that did not receive
the policy treatment (and are not listed under the Endangered
Species Act), a proper control group does not exist. Following
event study literature for testing whether pre-trend growth rates
are different from post-trend growth rates [9,10], a continuous
linear trend-break model3 with fishery-level intercepts and slopes
was fit to the standardized biomass data using ordinary least
squares (Fig. 1). The model assumes similar measurement errors
within regions, because of similarities in how fish stocks are
assessed and managed within a region by each of the regional
fishery management councils. The trend break year was defined
using the year of rebuilding plan implementation [8] and its
significance was evaluated using t-tests. A Bonferroni correction
was applied to account for errors from running multiple tests.

3. Results and discussion

This analysis compared the standardized biomass trend for
each stock before rebuilding plan implementation to the trend
after implementation. In this linear model, 19 of 44 stocks showed
statistically significant positive slope changes (trend breaks) in
biomass after rebuilding provisions were implemented (Fig. 2).
Statistical significance was defined at the 5% level with a Bonfer-
roni correction. None of the 44 stocks showed a statistically
significant negative trend break. This allows for the rejection of
the null hypothesis that there was no change in biomass trends
following rebuilding plan implementation. In other words, there is
a strong relationship between the implementation of the rebuild-
ing requirement and rebounds in fish stocks. These results are
consistent with observations that stock depletion is reversible
when fishing mortality is effectively controlled [11–13].

As a placebo test, the same model was applied to biomass data
only from the years prior to rebuilding plan implementation, and
then to biomass data only from the years after rebuilding plan
implementation. In both cases the trend-break model was run
multiple times using randomly chosen trend-break dates. In four
of the five tests, none of the 44 stocks examined showed
significant trend breaks. In the fifth test, which was performed
on post-implementation data using an event date of plus-3 years,

six showed significant positive trend-breaks and three negative.
Taken as a whole, these checks reinforce the conclusion that the
positive relationship between rebuilding plans and biomass recov-
ery is not random.

The regressions in this analysis were run by region rather than
by individual fishery because fisheries are managed at the regional
level, and because estimating the errors by region compensates for
limitations in the data. Not only are the fishery-level time series
relatively limited for some stocks, but stock modelers use different
modeling techniques and measures of uncertainty are unavailable.
However, running the regressions independently by fishery
reduces standard errors and would only yield more positive trend
breaks,4 strengthening this study's main findings.

There may be concern as to whether this study's linear model
favors stocks with lower biomass variance. Lower variances could
result from a natural cause, such as slow-growing stocks or stocks
with demersal habitat [14], but they could also be the result of stock
assessment scientists smoothing the biomass data with interpola-
tion. However, weighting the trend-break model to favor high-
variance stocks using a weighted least-squares regression produced
only marginally fewer, positive results.5 Thus the main study's core
finding is not simply the result of artificially low-variance stock
assessment-data, and controlling for inter-annual variability would
likely yield unchanged or only marginally stronger conclusions.

The results in this study are also consistent with the significant
progress in fish stock rebuilding seen in NMFS' reports on the
status of stocks [15], while providing an additional lens through
which to view and quantify that progress. NMFS generally con-
siders a stock to be rebuilt as soon as its estimated biomass
reaches the level that produces maximum sustainable yield (BMSY).
This study examined whether there had been a sustained change
over time in a stock's biomass trend following rebuilding plan
implementation sufficient to produce a statistically significant
trend break. There is substantial overlap between the 19 stocks
for which this study found significant positive trend breaks and
the 21 that have achieved BMSY,6 NMFS' threshold for declaring a
stock rebuilt. Of the 19 stocks with significant trend breaks, NMFS
has identified 14 as achieving rebuilding targets.

NMFS considers the number of stocks rebuilt so far to be
encouraging [15], especially given that rebuilding plans are gen-
erally designed to achieve BMSY by a designated target date with
50% probability of success, and many stocks have not yet reached
their target dates. Only 17 of the 44 stocks in this study have
reached their target dates.

While further study is required to establish causality, this study
makes it clear that the fish population rebounds are non-random
and linearly correlate with the implementation of rebuilding plans
under the Magnuson–Stevens Act. Future research should examine
the factors that lead to rebuilding successes, as well as those
involved in unsuccessful responses to rebuilding plans. Previous
reviews of efforts to rebuild fish stocks worldwide identify
numerous primary causes for failures, including insufficient or
delayed decreases in fishing mortality, systematic underreporting

3 yit¼β0iþβ1itiþβ2i(t–t0i)I(tZ t0i)þεit where yit is the std. biomass for stock i¼1,
…,44 at time t¼1976,…, time of rebuild or time of most recent stock assessment;
t0i is the rebuild implementation date for stock i; εit is i.i.d. N(0,s2

r(i)); and r(i) is the
region of stock i.

4 Running the regressions independently by fishery yielded 29 significant
positive trend-breaks and zero negative.

5 By weighting this study's model using standardized biomass variance by
stock, stocks with higher variances are favored, but still found the same stocks had
significant trend breaks with the exception of black sea bass, cowcod, monkfish
south and haddock Gulf of Maine. Some of these stocks have naturally low biomass
variance due to their long generation times and benthic habitat.

6 Nineteen of these stocks, excluding Gulf of Maine haddock and summer
flounder that currently do not have biomass at BMSY, have been formally designated
as “rebuilt” by NMFS. However, two additional stocks—Mid-Atlantic tilefish and
Southern Georges Bank/Mid-Atlantic red hake—are recognized by NMFS as exceed-
ing their rebuilding targets even though they are not currently designated as
rebuilt.
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of catches, and scientific uncertainty [13]. Less frequently, depen-
satory mortality and unfavorable climate patterns appear to be
important factors in sluggish recovery [13].

This study also underscores the need for improved stock-
assessment data in order to better understand the rebuilding

requirement's impacts. Monitoring of all 446 federally managed
stocks would facilitate comparisons between those in rebuilding
plans and those that are not. More frequent and robust stock
assessments, timelier reporting of data, and increased under-
standing of the biology and ecology of each stock would enable

Fig. 1. Each graph plots standardized biomass (open circles) based on NMFS stock assessments. The solid black line represents a linear model of the trend prior to the
rebuilding plan. The dotted line represents the hypothetical continuation of that trend. The red line (grey line in print version) is the model. The first two rows show
statistically significant, positive trend breaks with policy implementation. The last row shows no statistically significant changes in trend with policy implementation.
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more nuanced analysis of the relevant population trends. Finally,
greater transparency in the stock assessment methodology,
including confidence intervals, would aid in developing realistic
error terms.

4. Conclusion

This is the first study to rigorously examine an important
indicator of the efficacy of the MSA's rebuilding requirements:
biomass rebound. Further research will assist in the understanding
of the specific causes of biomass recovery, or lack thereof, for each
stock. Nevertheless, this study found a strong association between
implementation of the rebuilding requirements added to federal
law in 1996 and recovery of depleted fish stocks.
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Saving Water in California

By THE EDITORIAL BOARD JULY 9, 2014

California is in the third year of its worst drought in decades. But you

wouldn’t know it by looking at how much water the state’s residents and

businesses are using. According to a recent state survey, Californians cut

the amount of water they used in the first five months of the year by just 5

percent, far short of the 20 percent reduction Gov. Jerry Brown called for

in January. In some parts of the state, like the San Diego area, water use

has actually increased from 2013.

Without much stronger conservation measures, the state, much of

which is arid or semiarid, could face severe water shortages if the drought

does not break next year. Los Angeles recently recorded its lowest rainfall

for two consecutive years, and climate change will likely make drought a

persistent condition, according to the National Climate Assessment report

published in May.

Yet, even now, 70 percent of water districts have not imposed

reasonable mandatory restrictions on watering lawns and keeping

backyard pools filled. The State Water Resources Control Board is to

consider placing restrictions on some outdoor water uses like washing

paved surfaces at a meeting on July 15.

California’s agriculture sector is the largest in the country, and it

accounts for about 80 percent of the state’s water use. Even a small

percentage reduction in the fields could have a sizable effect on total water

consumption.

A recent report by the Pacific Institute and the Natural Resources
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http://nyti.ms/1n9cflB
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Defense Council estimates that agricultural water use could be reduced by

up to 22 percent if farmers more carefully scheduled the watering of crops

based on weather and soil conditions and if they used the drip irrigation

systems that deliver water directly to the roots of plants. Some progress

has been made. About 38 percent of California farmland was irrigated by

more efficient systems in 2010, up from 15 percent in 1991. But far too

many farmers still irrigate by flooding their fields.

In terms of urban conservation, the report shows that homes and

businesses could reduce water use by up to 60 percent by using it more

efficiently, recycling and reusing water and capturing more rainwater.

Some efficiency improvements are simple and could be done quickly, like

installing water meters at all homes and businesses. Currently, about

250,000 water-utility customers, most of them in the Central Valley, have

no meters and are charged a flat monthly fee regardless of how much

water they use — a practice that invites waste.

Other changes will take longer to carry out but could have a big

impact. For instance, Santa Cruz’s municipal water utility imposes water

“budgeting” under which it determines how much water each home needs

based on where it is and the number of people in the household.

Customers who use more than their budgeted amount must pay higher

rates for extra water used. This approach has helped Santa Cruz cut water

use by about 30 percent since 1987.

Other government programs have been effective, too, and deserve

broader adoption. The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power last

month began paying people $3 for every square foot of grass they replace

with landscaping that requires little or no water under a “cash in your

lawn” program, up from $2 previously; residents can claim up to $6,000

under that program. The department says it has paid to have 8 million

square feet of lawn removed since the program started in 2009.

Finally, state officials need to act with a much greater urgency. Earlier

this year, the State Legislature set aside nearly $700 million for emergency

drought relief, but 90 percent of that money has yet to be spent. Mr.

http://pacinst.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/21/2014/06/ca-water-ag-efficiency.pdf
http://www.mercurynews.com/science/ci_25303957/california-drought-more-than-255-000-homes-and
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Brown’s administration should think a lot bigger than emergency aid

aimed at a single drought. The state must focus on longer-term policies

that encourage people to alter their lifestyles and businesses to change how

they operate.

Meet The New York Times’s Editorial Board »

A version of this editorial appears in print on July 10, 2014, on page A26 of the New York edition
with the headline: Saving Water in California.

© 2014 The New York Times Company
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Wave of phony charges over new clean water
safeguards

Getty Images
By Peter Lehner - 06/17/14 06:31 PM EDT

Beat me with the truth, the saying goes, don’t torture me with lies.

Officials at the Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers must be longing for a little slap of truth these days,
after being pummeled with misstatements, wild exaggerations  and, yes, untruths about their latest proposal to keep our tap water clean and
our rivers, lakes and beaches safe for swimming and fishing.

The proposed action is a long overdue clarification of which streams and wetlands are protected by the Clean Water Act.

After considerable scientific study, the EPA came to the unassailable conclusion that because small, intermittent streams and nearby
wetlands feed into larger lakes and rivers that people use for drinking water, fishing and recreation, those waters should also be protected from
pollution. And the EPA and the Corps produced some common-sense protections to cover those streams and wetlands.

Almost immediately, opponents started making extreme statements about “government overreach,” “the biggest government land grab ever,”
and “an end to farming as you know it,” even though the change simply restores protections to waters that long had been covered.

You’d never know from this overheated rhetoric that the proposal would leave fewer waters protected than was the case under President
Reagan or that many tributary streams had been protected against pollution by federal law since William McKinley was president in 1899.

Much of this over-the-top criticism has come from oft-cited polluters, like the mining industry. Yet, some of the most strident charges have
come from agribusiness interests. One writer declared, “The 370-page rule may as well be written in farmers’ blood.” The irony is that, thanks
to numerous exemptions in the law and the regulations, agriculture is actually the least regulated of any sector. But no doubt some polluters
are happy to see the powerful farm lobby, well, carrying water for them.

The comment period for the new proposal will close in October, but some in Congress aren’t waiting. They’re already offering legislation to
block the initiative, riding this flood of misinformation. So let’s part the waters of myth and get down to the truth.

• Claim: The American Farm Bureau Federation tweets that the proposal “gives the fed gov control over all farming and land use.”

• Truth: The clean water safeguards explicitly exempt irrigated areas, farm ponds and dozens of other agricultural practices. They also reduce
coverage of “ditches,” a favorite Farm Bureau talking point.

• Claim: The Farm Bureau says certain permitting exemptions for agriculture apply only to land that has been continually farmed since 1977.

• Truth: This is simply wrong. There is no 1977 trigger date for the exemptions, and they are available to anyone engaged in “normal farming,”
which allows for crop rotations, fallow fields and other practices that may vary over time. 

• Claim: The Farm Bureau alleges that under this initiative “nearly every drop of water that falls will be regulated by the federal government.”

• Truth: The Clean Water Act clearly applies only to “waters,” not all water. That doesn’t change with these new safeguards. The law doesn’t
regulate, and never has, the mere use of water, but instead simply makes it illegal to pollute certain bodies of water without proper safeguards.

• Claim: The agencies are evading court rulings and congressional intent.
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• Truth: The clean water proposal restores protections consistent with two Supreme Court decisions, in 2001 and 2006, that called into
question just which waters are covered by the Clean Water Act of 1972 but authorized the agencies to protect waters when the science
supports it. For nearly 30 years prior, throughout the Nixon, Reagan and Bush I eras, these small streams and wetlands, which feed into
drinking water systems serving 117 million Americans, were protected, as Congress intended.

More examples abound. But clearly the truth wouldn’t frighten anyone, so the opposition isn’t sticking to it. The facts are too prosaic: The
agencies relied on a large body of scientific studies to propose a modest, common-sense rule that would restore protections to many waters
that existed for nearly three decades.

More facts: Small and seasonal streams and wetlands filter pollutants, protect against flooding, and serve as habitat for fish and wildlife. A
single acre of wetland can store 1 million to 1.5 million gallons of flood water. This initiative is backed by conservationists, hunters, fishers,
people of faith, business leaders and even the National Farmers Union, a family-farm group, which calls it “ag-friendly.”

Congress should not succumb to the hype.  Let the EPA and the Corps do their jobs protecting the safety of America’s waters.

Lehner is executive director of the Natural Resources Defense Council, an international environmental advocacy organization based in New
York City.

Clean Water Act, Water law in the United States, United States Environmental Protection Agency, Wetland
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Op-Ed Don't buy the smear of the EPA

By  FRANCES BEINECKE

JUNE 3, 2014, 5:51 PM

New regulations on carbon emissions proposed by the Obama administration have reportedly angered politicians on

both sides of the aisle in energy-producing states such as Kentucky and West Virginia. (Luke Sharrett / Getty Images)

T
he nation's worst polluters and their allies have launched a propaganda campaign to

convince you that the Environmental Protection Agency's new carbon pollution

standards are nothing more than a backdoor energy tax that will kill jobs and cost you

money.

That campaign is a lie. And what's at stake is too important to let the lie stand, or even start.

Right now, there are no limits on the amount of carbon pollution that coal-fueled electric plants

can pour into the air. Zero limits on the worst pollution in America, pollution that increases the

risk of asthma, heart disease and lung cancer. Pollution that is the leading cause of climate

change.

For the polluters, the carbon pollution loophole has been one of the most lucrative giveaways in

America. So it's not surprising that the EPA proposal would start them howling. The thing is, what



they're saying isn't true.

Take the radio ads from the National Mining Assn. claiming that home electric bills will "nearly

double" if "extreme new power plant regulations take effect."

In fact, the proposal calls for a 30% cut in pollution, which would at most create small, short-term

changes in electricity prices of the sort the power sector already deals with. EPA chief Gina

McCarthy compared the potential increases for families with the price of a gallon of milk a month.

And those costs would be dwarfed by huge benefits in job creation and health savings, worth more

than $90 billion, according to the EPA.

Even before the official EPA announcement, the opposition was lining up with a range of

astonishing falsehoods. The folks at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce said the plan they hadn't seen

yet could cost $50 billion and kill 224,000 jobs (they have since said they're reexamining their

numbers). GOP Sen. Michael B. Enzi of Wyoming, the nation's largest coal-producing state, said

Saturday that the Obama administration "set out to kill coal and its 800,000 jobs."

The truth? When these pollution cuts take effect, coal will still provide 31% of American electricity,

down from 37% today — hardly a death blow.

And those 800,000 jobs? The National Mining Assn. itself counts just 90,000 coal miners in the

whole country. Double that for the workers transporting it and working in coal-fired plants, and

the figure is still far short of Enzi's numbers and short of the Chamber of Commerce jobs-at-risk

numbers. Most of these coal jobs will remain. Moreover, hundreds of thousands of new, clean

energy jobs will be created. Last year alone, investments in clean energy created more than 78,000

jobs, according to Environmental Entrepreneurs, a business group.

Among the toothless charges being made, my personal favorite is the claim that the EPA proposals

represent "an illegal use of executive power," as Sen. Rand Paul (R-Ky.) called it. The facts? The

Supreme Court has twice (in 2007 and 2011) ruled that the EPA has the responsibility under the

Clean Air Act to control air pollution that "endangers public health or welfare," and that this

responsibility applies to carbon pollution and other heat-trapping pollutants.

The new EPA standards are a first step in the work that must be done to slow, stop and eventually

reverse the climate chaos that is contributing to life-threatening heat waves, dangerous storms,

rising seas and more. The EPA has proposed flexible, state-by-state limits that would enable states

to invest in creative and locally appropriate solutions to curb dangerous pollution while providing

dependable and inexpensive power to their citizens.

California is already proving that an approach like the EPA's can work. Thanks to the state's

climate and clean energy plan, millions of Californians received a "climate credit" of $30 to $40



Copyright © 2014, Los Angeles Times

on their electricity bills this April (and residents can expect those credits biannually from here on

out). What's more, California's emissions per capita have dropped 17% since 1990.

So when the coal and oil industry titans and their allies try to tell you the EPA carbon rules will kill

jobs or send your electric bills soaring, tell them you don't buy their lies.

Tell them you want to leave our children and grandchildren a healthy, livable world, and that

you're not willing to give the worst polluters in America a free pass anymore.

Frances Beinecke is president of the Natural Resources Defense Council.

EDIT ORIA L 5:00 AM  

How California can best fight climate change 
by T he T im es editorial board

A driver is seen on July 3 pumping gas in Mill Valley, Calif., where prices are well above $4 per gallon. (Justin Sullivan /

Getty Images)

California's landmark climate change law, AB 32, has created a promising cap-and-trade program for
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< Conservationists Call For Quiet: The
Ocean Is Too Loud!
July 28, 2013  4:29 PM ET

Copyright ©2013 NPR. For personal, noncommercial use only. See Terms of Use. For

other uses, prior permission required.

JACKI LYDEN, HOST:

If you're just joining us, it's WEEKENDS on ALL THING

CONSIDERED from NPR News. I'm Jacki Lyden.

We're about to embark on a tour of nature in a variety of forms. First,

take a listen to this.

(SOUNDBITE OF HUMPBACK WHALE)

LYDEN: You're listening to a humpback whale talking. Though we

don't quite know what he's saying, we do know that it's important for

whales and other sea creatures to be able to talk to each other in the

ocean. But humans are making that conversation nearly impossible,

according to Michael Jasny, the director of the Marine Mammal

Protection Project for the Natural Resources Defense Council. He

says we have to quiet down.

MICHAEL JASNY: There's an old English science fiction story in

which the people of the world wake up one morning to find that they're

all blind. That's what we're doing to whales and other animals in the

sea. We haven't blinded them completely, but we've diminished their

sight. We've made it much harder for them to live in their world. And

it's not just in a few places. It's almost everywhere.

LYDEN: The noise of a cruise ship completely drowns out the sound of

this small clan of whales conversing in a matter of seconds.

JASNY: Sound in the ocean travels incredibly well, so that time was

when a blue whale calling off of Massachusetts could be heard by

other blue whales straight across the Atlantic. Now, unfortunately,

that's changed. Since the advent of the propeller engine 150 years

http://www.npr.org/
http://www.npr.org/2013/07/28/206362675/conservationists-call-for-quiet-the-ocean-is-too-loud


ago, the noise that we have been putting into the sea has grown and

grown. Just about everything that humans do in the water makes noise

- when we ship good from country to country, when we explore for oil

and gas and minerals, when the military trains with explosives or

intense sonar systems. And this noise travels.

What's happened over the last 150 years is that we have created a

kind of smog in the seas. And this is a particularly virulent form of

smog. It affects every aspect of the lives of whales and dolphins and

other creatures. Noise causes animals to abandon their habitat, to go

silent, to stop foraging, to forage poorly, to go deaf and, in some

cases, to die. It affects every aspect of their survival and their ability to

reproduce.

LYDEN: One of the biggest culprits for under the sea noise is the way

we prospect for oil and gas offshore.

(SOUNDBITE OF HIGH-VOLUME AIR GUN)

LYDEN: Companies use arrays of high-volume air guns that are so

loud you can see the water rise and fall when the guns go off.

JASNY: It's an incredible thing to imagine thinking about someone

setting off a sound like dynamite in your neighborhood again and

again and again, every 10 to 12 seconds, for weeks and months. This

is what we are forcing whales and dolphins and fish to live with.

(SOUNDBITE OF HIGH-VOLUME AIR GUN)

LYDEN: That's Michael Jasny, director of the Marine Mammal

Protection Project for the Natural Resources Defense Council. His

conservation group and others like it recently settled a lawsuit with

several oil and gas companies that requires the industry to take steps

that will reduce the noise around whales' and dolphins' habitat and use

less invasive forms of exploration.

Copyright © 2013 NPR. All rights reserved. No quotes from the materials contained

herein may be used in any media without attribution to NPR. This transcript is provided

for personal, noncommercial use only, pursuant to our Terms of Use. Any other use

requires NPR's prior permission. Visit our permissions page for further information.

NPR transcripts are created on a rush deadline by a contractor for NPR, and accuracy

and availab ility may vary. This text may not be in its final form and may be updated or

revised in the future. Please be aware that the authoritative record of NPR's

programming is the audio.
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Program 

World Business Summit on Climate Change 
Shaping the sustainable economy
Copenhagen, 24-26 May 2009

A Monday Morning Initiative



REGISTRATION

LUNCH

OPENING CEREMONY (DOORS WILL CLOSE AT 13.29)
Welcome to the World Business Summit on Climate Change. 
Opening address by
Ban Ki-moon, Secretary-General, United Nations

H.M.Q. Margrethe II of Denmark and H.R.H. The Prince Consort

Tim Flannery, Scientist and Author; Chairman of the Copenhagen Climate Council
Erik Rasmussen, Chief Executive Officer, Monday Morning; Founder of the Copenhagen 
Climate Council

H.M.Q. Margrethe II of Denmark and H.R.H. the Prince Consort will oversee the opening. 
Due to protocol reasons H.M.Q. and H.R.H. must be the last persons to enter the plenary 
hall. We kindly ask all participants to be seated well in advance.

KEYNOTE ADDRESS 
Al Gore, former US Vice President
Introduced by
Lise Kingo, Executive Vice President and Chief of Staffs, Novo Nordisk

SHAPING THE NEW GREEN ECONOMY 
Interactive debate 
The international community is facing the twin challenges of dealing with the most 
serious global economic crisis in decades and negotiating an ambitious agreement on 
climate change. How can these two challenges be turned into opportunity? What policies, 
incentives and investments will most effectively stimulate low-carbon growth? What are 
the pathways to a sustainable, global economy?
Indra Nooyi, Chairwoman and Chief Executive Officer, PepsiCo
Fu Chengyu, Chief Executive Officer, China National Offshore Oil Corporation
Philippe Joubert, President, Alstom Power
Lars G. Josefsson, President and Chief Executive Officer, Vattenfall
Walter B. Kielholz, Chairman, Swiss Re
Alan Salzman, Chief Executive Officer, Vantage Point Venture Partners 
Ditlev Engel, Chief Executive Officer, Vestas
Masamitsu Sakurai, Chairman, Ricoh
Carl-Henric Svanberg, Chief Executive Officer, Ericsson
Girish S. Paranjpe, Joint-Chief Executive Officer, Wipro
Sultan Al Jaber, Chief Executive Officer, Masdar
Li Zhengmao, Executive Board Member, China Mobile
Moderated by
Geoff Cutmore, Anchor, CNBC

BREAK 

Sunday 24 May 
Highlighting critical 
issues.

09:30-

12:30-13:30

13:30-14:00
Plenary hall

14:00-14:25

14:25-16:00
Plenary hall

16:00-16:30



INTERACTIVE DEBATE. 
Featuring key govern-
ment officials, Chief 
Executive Officers, opin-
ion leaders and experts 
interactive debates are 
engaging and dynamic 
sessions that involve all 
participants in discuss-
ing the broad issues 
on the Summit agenda 
and how to implement 
sustainable solutions.

WORKING GROUP. 
Guided by a skilled 
facilitator, working 
groups are designed to 
ensure the highest level 
of interaction between 
participants, with a 
view to sharing experi-
ences, debating lessons 
learned and creating 
collaborative solutions 
to complex problems.

KEYNOTE AND SPECIAL 
ADDRESS. 
These short interven-
tions provide a fresh 
perspective and a per-
sonal view on climate 
change from distin-
guished individuals.

PANEL DISCUSSION. 
These sessions are 
high-level panel dis-
cussions in plenary, 
where heads of state, 
Chief Executive Offic-
ers and other thought 
leaders high-light 
critical issues and new 
insights to inform the 
Summit.

SPECIAL ADDRESS  
Dr. R. K. Pachauri, Director General, TERI; Chairman, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
In conversation with
Katherine Richardson, Vice Dean, University of Copenhagen

SPECIAL SESSION: AVIATION 
Despite progressively more efficient operations, emissions attributable to international 
aviation represent 2% of the global total and continue to rise. Absent a global framework, 
regional measures are being implemented that display promise but also raise concerns 
related to fairness and evasion. Can 2009 deliver on the promise of a global framework to 
address aviation emissions?
Giovanni Bisignani, Chief Executive Officer, IATA
Moderated by
Adam Aston, Energy and Environment Editor, BusinessWeek

GETTING TO COPENHAGEN
Panel discussion  
We are at a critical juncture, just six months before political leaders will gather at the UN 
Climate Change Conference (COP15) in Copenhagen to negotiate an ambitious agreement 
on climate change. What are the critical challenges and stumbling blocks on the road to 
Copenhagen? How can the business community support the policy process leading up to 
COP15 – and beyond?
Connie Hedegaard, Minister of Climate and Energy, Denmark
Xie Zhenhua, Vice Chairman, National Development and Reform Commission, China
Marthinus van Schalkwyk, Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, South Africa
Erik Solheim, Minister of the Environment and International Development, Norway
Moderated by
Orville Schell, Director, Center on U.S.-China Relations, Asia Society

TRANSPORTATION TO RECEPTION

RECEPTION AT THE COPENHAGEN CITY HALL
Hosted by the City of Copenhagen 
Klaus Bondam, Deputy Mayor, City of Copenhagen

16:30-16:45
Plenary hall

16:45-17:00
Plenary hall

17:00-18:00
Plenary hall

18:00-18:30

18:30-20:00



07:00-

08:30-09:40
Plenary hall

09:40-10:00
Plenary hall

10:00-10:30

10:30-12:30

12:30-14:00

REGISTRATION

INNOVATIVE BUSINESS PERSPECTIVES ON THE CLIMATE CHALLENGE  
Panel discussion  
Meeting the climate challenge will require innovative approaches from businesses of 
all sectors and geographies. How can we engage partners, suppliers and consumers in            
developing and implementing new solutions? How can we involve some of the world’s least 
privileged people in creating sustainable change?
Adam Werbach, Chief Executive Officer, Saatchi & Saatchi S 
Sir Martin Sorrell, Chief Executive Officer, WPP
Paul Polman, Chief Executive Officer, Unilever
Jacqueline Novogratz, Chief Executive Officer, Acumen Fund
Harish Hande, Co-founder and Managing Director, SELCO Solar Light
Moderated by
Rick Duke, Director, Center for Market Innovation, Natural Resources Defense Council

KEYNOTE ADDRESS         
José Manuel Barroso, President, European Commission
Introduced by
Anders Eldrup, Chief Executive Officer and President, DONG Energy

BREAK

WORKING GROUPS IN PARALLEL #1 
The morning sessions will showcase solutions and experiences, presented by CEOs of    
leading global companies. The following topics will be addressed in working groups: 
Technology push, Aud. 12
Technology collaboration, Room BV1
Financing the transition to a low-carbon economy, Room BV5
Energy efficiency, Aud. 11
Carbon market, Room 18 + 19
Forestry and sustainable land use, Room 21
Adapting to the effects of climate change, Room 20
Measurement and progress, Room 17
Value chain, Aud. 10

LUNCH

Monday 25 May
Showcasing innovative 
solutions.



WORKING GROUPS IN PARALLEL #2 
The afternoon sessions will address policy incentives and public-private partnerships. 
What will it take to achieve rapid scaling-up of best practices? How can business and 
governments work together to make the transition to a low-carbon, sustainable econo-
my? The following topics will be addressed in working groups:
Technology push, Aud. 12
Technology collaboration, Room BV1
Financing the transition to a low-carbon economy, Room BV5
Energy efficiency, Aud. 11
Carbon markets, Room 18 + 19
Forestry and sustainable land use, Room 21
Adapting to the effects of climate change, Room 20
Value chain, Aud. 10

BREAK 

RAPID TRANSFORMATION TO A LOW-CARBON ECONOMY: 
WHAT WILL IT TAKE?
Panel discussion 
The entrepreneurial drive of business coupled with policies to facilitate large-scale 
investment in clean technologies and infrastructure can ensure rapid transformation 
to a low-carbon economy. But what mechanisms, policy instruments, metrics and new 
structures will be required to accelerate transformation?
Tony Hayward, Group Chief Executive, BP 
Björn Stigson, President, World Business Council for Sustainable Development 
Alan Salzman, Chief Executive Officer, Vantage Point Venture Partners
Frank Appel, Chief Executive Officer, Deutsche Post
Samuel A. DiPiazza, Jr., Chief Executive Officer, PricewaterhouseCoopers
Rob Morrison, Chairman, CLSA Asia-Pacific Markets
Steve J. Lennon, Managing Director, Eskom
Lise Kingo, Executive Vice President and Chief of Staffs, Novo Nordisk
Moderated by 
Steve Howard, Chief Executive Officer, The Climate Group
With reflections from
Lord Michael Jay, Globe International Advisory Board member

SPECIAL ADDRESS  
Cate Blanchett, Artistic Co-Director, Sydney Theatre Company
Introduced by
Tim Flannery, Chairman, Copenhagen Climate Council

TRANSPORTATION TO DINNER

OFFICIAL DINNER AT THE DANISH NATIONAL ARTGALLERY

14:00-15:45

15:45-16:15

16:15-17:40
Plenary hall

17:40-18:00
Plenary hall

18:00-18:30

18:30-23:00



Tuesday 26 May 
Presenting a business 
vision. 

REGISTRATION

BUSINESS ACTION ON CLIMATE CHANGE AND THE NEW POLICY FRAMEWORK
Interactive debate 
This session will present and discuss a shared business vision for a new global framework 
for tackling climate change – and a fundamental shift that has the potential to mark the 
beginning of the next industrial revolution. What is required to achieve green, sustainable 
growth? How can business take forward the outcomes and recommendations of the Sum-
mit to secure an ambitious agreement at COP15?
Anders Eldrup, Chief Executive Officer and President, DONG Energy
Shai Agassi, Founder and Chief Executive Officer, Better Place 
Samuel A. DiPiazza, Jr., Chief Executive Officer, PricewaterhouseCoopers
James E. Rogers, Chairman, President and Chief Executive Officer, Duke Energy
David Blood, Senior Partner, Generation Investment Management
Sir Crispin Tickell, Director, James Martin Institute for Science and Civilization, Oxford University
Moderated by
Nik Gowing

SPECIAL SESSION: MARITIME        
The shipping industry transports more than 90% of the world’s trade and is responsible for 
nearly 4% of its greenhouse gas emissions. These emissions are projected to grow by 30% 
by 2020, and currently fall outside any international treaty. What action is the sector taking 
to address climate change? 
Nils Smedegaard Andersen, Group Chief Executive Officer, A. P. Møller – Mærsk
Andreas Chrysostomou, Chairman, Marine Environment Protection Committee, IMO
Moderated by
James Kanter, Reporter, International Herald Tribune

BREAK

ENGAGING THE WIDER PUBLIC: THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATION IN CLIMATE CHANGE 
Panel discussion       
Global awareness of the threat of climate change pales in comparison to the number of 
people that will be directly affected by its impacts. Until this gap is bridged, visionary ac-
tion by business and political leaders will continue to be difficult. But the message is hard 
to get across, and there is a need for innovation in communication. How can communica-
tors advance the dialogue, raise awareness and spur meaningful climate action? 

CLOSING: TAKING THE RECOMMENDATIONS FORWARD
The result of the Summit – The Copenhagen Call – will be presented to the Danish 
Government, who will take the recommendations forward. How can business be a strong 
ally to politicians in tackling the climate challenge, in Copenhagen and beyond?
Lars Løkke Rasmussen, Prime Minister of Denmark
Tim Flannery, Chairman, Copenhagen Climate Council
Li Xiaolin, Chairwoman and Chief Executive Officer, China Power International Development
Yvo de Boer, Executive Secretary, UNFCCC
Moderated by
John Harwood, Chief Washington Correspondent, CNBC

LUNCH

07:30-

09:00-10:40
Plenary hall

10:40-11:00
Plenary hall

11:00-11:45

11:45-13:00
Plenary hall

13:00-14:00
Plenary hall

14:00-15:30
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Working group 01

The commercialization of new low-carbon technologies 
will be crucial to the sustained reduction of green-
house gas emissions. The real challenge is pushing 
these technologies down the learning curve, reducing 
costs and facilitating commercial-scale deployment.          
Many potentially relevant technologies exist, and policy 
makers should avoid ‘picking winners’ and develop a 
portfolio strategy for supporting commercialization. 

What is important is a solid understanding of where 
some of the most important technological tools lie on 
the learning curve and their potential to displace emis-
sions and reach commercially competitive costs. This 
session will examine several important technology 
options, discuss progress to date and prospects with 
regard to deployment at scale. Among the technologies 
in focus will be next generation biofuels, electric cars, 
and carbon capture and storage. Speakers will discuss 
the practical work being undertaken in these areas.

The session will then discuss the types of policy sup-
port most appropriate to moving each technology to the 
next stage on the learning curve and closer to commer-
cialization.

This session is organized by the 3C initiative.

CHAIR: 

Tony Hayward, Group Chief Executive, BP

FACILITATOR: 

Dan Kammen, Co-Director, Berkeley Institute for the         
Environment 

SPEAKERS: 

Lars G. Josefsson, President and Chief Executive Officer, 
Vattenfall 

Prasad Menon, Managing Director, Tata Power

Mikael Lilius, Senior Advisor, Fortum

Graeme Sweeney, Executive Vice President, Future Fuels 
and C02, Royal Dutch Shell; Chairman, European Technology 
Platform for Zero Emission Fossil Fuel Power Plants (ETP-ZEP)

Sir David King, Director of the Smith School of Enterprise 
and the Environment, University of Oxford

Christopher Bunting, Secretary General, International Risk 
Governance Council

Technology push 
Room 12



            13        World Business Summit on Climate Change 2009 Program

Working group 02

This workshop will bring the business perspective 
on keys to the successful deployment of low-carbon 
technology to the UNFCCC process. These discussions 
will provide an overview of business strategies on 
technology diffusion and center on the following issues: 
What are the necessary steps to achieve a low-carbon 
economy in the next ten years? What barriers to the 
deployment of clean technologies need to be overcome? 
Why is technology collaboration so important in our 
competitive world? 

The morning session will be driven by global business 
leaders from the utilities, renewables manufacturing, 
and information and communications technology sec-
tors as well as experts on technology transfer under the 
UNFCCC. They will walk through the challenges, priori-
ties and potential to deploy low-carbon technologies 
in the short term, and will recommend key elements 
to be included in the Copenhagen agreement to ensure 
the development of pathways towards a low-carbon 
economy.  

These pathways will require large changes in power 
generation, mobility, buildings, and industry and 
consumer choices. The afternoon session will continue 
with an interactive roundtable discussion on those four 
areas, driven by recognized leaders with vast experi-
ence within the UNFCCC process. Each of these areas 
faces distinct challenges when it comes to fully deploy-
ing established technologies and each necessitates 
specific policy responses. Discussion in this session will 
focus on identifying the main barriers for technology 
deployment and policy recommendations based on suc-
cessful collaborative experiences in the private sector. 

This session is organized by the World Business     
Council for Sustainable Development

CHAIR: 

Björn Stigson, President, World Business Council for        
Sustainable Development

SPEAKERS:

Ditlev Engel, President and Chief Executive Officer, Vestas 
Wind Systems

James E. Rogers, Chairman, President and Chief Executive 
Officer, Duke Energy

Luis Neves, Vice President Corporate Responsibility,       
Deutsche Telekom

Jukka Uosukainen, Director General, International Affairs 
Unit, Ministry of Environment, Finland; former Chair of the 
UNFCCC Expert Group on Technology Transfer

DISCUSSION LEADERS:

Gerd Leipold, Executive Director of Greenpeace International

Joan MacNaughton, Senior Vice President, Power and       
Environmental Policies, Alstom Power

Christian Kornevall, Director, Energy Efficiency in Buildings 
Project, World Business Council for Sustainable Development

Technology diffusion and collaboration 
Room BV1
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Working group 03

Experts agree that addressing the challenge of climate 
change will involve a radical mobilization of finance.    
A report prepared by the World Economic Forum and 
New Energy Finance in January 2009 estimates an aver-
age annual investment of over $500 billion is required 
from now through 2030 in renewable energy and en-
ergy efficiency technologies alone. In the context of the 
current economic situation whereby debt and equity 
financing for all but the most risk-free investments has 
dried up, developing and developed countries alike are 
faced with fast-growing public sector deficits and amid 
a global slowdown in capital flow. 

Public spending will have to be prioritized. But public 
finance is clearly not available on the scale required to 
tackle the problem alone. Prior to the credit crunch, the 
volume of private investment directed towards clean 
energy projects were growing quickly; the challenge for 
2009 will be to sustain this scale-up in clean energy in-
vestment in the midst of a global economic downturn. 

This working group will discuss innovative mecha-
nisms to leverage the finance that is required across 
different regions and economic sectors. A particular 
issue for consideration will be how best to link the eco-
nomic recovery and climate agendas.

This session is organized by the World Economic 
Forum´s Climate Change Initiative.

CHAIR: 

Alan Salzman, Chief Executive officer, Vantage Point       
Venture Partners

FACILITATOR: 

Dominic Waughray, Senior Director, Head of Environmental 
Initiatives, World Economic Forum 

DISCUSSION LEADERS:

Anne Kelly, Senior Vice President, Director for Corporate and 
Policy Programs, Ceres 

David Blood, Managing Partner, Generation Investment 
Management 

Jacqueline Cramer, Minister of Environment, Netherlands 

James Cameron, Vice Chairman, Climate Change Capital 

Jon Williams, Partner, Sustainability and Climate Change, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers 

Rob Lake, Head of Sustainability, APG Asset Management; 
IIGCC and P8 group of pension funds 

Shilpa Patel, Chief, Climate Change, Environment and Social 
Development Department, International Finance Corporation

Nick Robins, Head of Climate Change Centre, HSBC 

Financing the transition 
to a low-carbon economy 
Room BV5
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Working group 04

Increasing energy efficiency has long been considered 
a big win for the three priorities of economic growth, 
environmental sustainability, and energy security. 
Some studies suggest that the payback from improved 
efficiency could cover most if not all of the expected 
cost of other emissions reductions efforts. Myriad eco-
nomically beneficial opportunities have been identified 
at both corporate and societal levels, yet mobilizing 
resources towards these activities remains elusive.

It is not for lack of effort. Numerous policy and best 
practice initiatives have been implemented over the 
years to try to overcome market imperfections and in-
centive issues associated with inefficient energy use in 
buildings, white goods, transportation, and even heavy 
industry. Yet the impact remains small, and action 
tends to be dominated by entrepreneurial initiatives 
not designed to scale. 

This session will address the challenge of commercial-
izing the energy efficiency opportunity at scale. Look-
ing at the sectors with the most efficiency improvement 
potential (urban infrastructure/buildings, white goods/
consumer products, transportation, and possibly heavy 
industry), the session will look at the technological 
approaches, business strategies, and policy initiatives 
that offer the most promise of achieving large-scale ef-
ficiency improvements by engaging commercial actors.

This session is organized by the 3C initiative.

CHAIR: 

Dr. Frank Appel, Chief Executive Officer, Deutsche Post DHL

FACILITATOR: 

Peter Head, Director, Arup

SPEAKERS:

Nicky Gavron, Assembly Member, Greater London Authority

Peder Holk Nielsen, Executive Vice President, Novozymes

Jim Leape, Director General, WWF International

Kunihiko Shimada, Principal International Negotiator,   
Ministry of the Environment, Japan

David Rosenberg, Chief Executive Officer, Hycrete

Senator Tim Wirth, President, United Nations Foundation

Werner Schnappauf, Director General, BDI

Stefan Denig, Vice President, Head of Corporate              
Communications, Siemens

Energy efficiency 
Room 11
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Working group 05

The focus of these discussions will be to understand 
and communicate, from a business perspective, the 
strengths and weaknesses of current carbon markets as 
a tool for incentivizing cost-effective emission reduc-
tions and the adoption of low-carbon technologies and, 
on this basis, to make recommendations on the reform 
and global scale-up of carbon markets in future interna-
tional policy.

The morning session will focus on experiences with 
carbon markets to date, both their successes and short-
comings, with a view to taking forward key lessons 
with regard to emissions reductions, technology devel-
opment and transfer, competitiveness impacts and cost 
reductions. The markets to be considered include the 
EU ETS and other national/regional trading schemes, 
the Kyoto flexible mechanisms (CDM and JI) and the 
emerging voluntary carbon market.

Afternoon discussions will build on the conclusions 
from the morning and begin with provocative propos-
als on possible roles and strategic developments for the 
carbon market in future international climate policy. 
Key elements of the discussions will include: how 
carbon markets can best drive the deployment of low 
carbon technologies; whether and how national and 
regional trading schemes should be linked to create a 
more unified global carbon market and the mechanisms 
for doing so; the future of the project-based mecha-
nisms and the role of programmatic and sectoral ap-
proaches; necessary institutional frameworks; and the 
interaction between carbon markets and other policy 
instruments.

This session is organized by The Climate Group with 
the International Emissions Trading Association and 
the Carbon Markets and Investors Association

CHAIR: 

Samuel A. DiPiazza, Jr., Chief Executive Officer,               
PricewaterhouseCoopers International

FACILITATORS: 

Henry Derwent, President and Chief Executive Officer,         
International Emissions Trading Association

Abyd Karmali, Global Head of Carbon Markets, Bank of 
America Merrill Lynch

RAPPORTEUR: 

Mark Kenber, Policy Director, The Climate Group

SPEAKERS:

Jos Delbeke, Deputy Director-General for the Environment, 
European Commission

Mahesh Babu, Chief Executive Officer, IL&FS Eco-Smart

Ian Marchant, Chief Executive Officer, Scottish and Southern 
Energy

James E. Rogers, Chairman, President and Chief Executive 
Officer, Duke Energy

Zhengrong Shi, Chief Executive Officer, Suntech Power

Caio Koch-Weser, Vice Chairman, Deutsche Bank Group

Tracy Wolstencroft, Managing Director, Goldman Sachs

Carbon markets 
Room 18/19
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This working session will address the sequestration ca-
pacity of natural ecosystems as well as policy, market-
based and private sector approaches to maximize their 
use in a long-term global climate change agreement.  

The world’s terrestrial landscapes contain an estimated 
2,300 Gt of carbon stored in vegetation and land. The 
release of greenhouse gases from these landscapes - 
particularly from land clearing of tropical forests and 
degradation of agricultural soils - is contributing an es-
timated 20% of global emissions. The scale and diversity 
of terrestrial carbon opportunities make it a vital and 
cost effective means of reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions; indeed, it is difficult to envision a policy scenario 
that reduces emissions on the scale required without 
comprehensively including forestry and agriculture.

The scale of the challenge, however, is well beyond the 
means of the public sector. What is the current state of 
the science, the potential of policy and the best strat-
egy to mobilize the private sector? Do the challenges 
posed by terrestrial carbon lend themselves to market 
based solutions?  If so, how do we deal with issues of 
permanence, leakage, monitoring, transparency and 
carbon property rights, all of which are fundamental 
to successfully working markets? This session will 
highlight emerging scientific findings and discuss the 
various spheres and approaches that demonstrate the 
most potential for bilateral and multilateral processes. 
It will consider actions being undertaken by private sec-
tor firms, and discuss holistic market-based approaches 
that not only reduce carbon but measurably contribute 
to sustainable development. 

 

This session is organized by the Copenhagen Climate 
Council.

CHAIR:

Rob Morrison, Chairman, CLSA Asia-Pacific Markets

FACILITATOR: 

John Elkington, Founding Partner and Director, Volans

RAPPORTEUR: 

Tim Flannery, Chairman, Copenhagen Climate Council

SPEAKERS: 

Achim Steiner, Executive Director, United Nations               
Environment Programme

Audun Rosland, Senior Advisor on Climate Change,          
Norwegian Pollution Control Authority

Gavin Neath, Senior Vice President, Unilever

Helmy Abouleish, Vice Chairman and Managing Director, 
Sekem Group

James Griffiths, Co-Leader, The Forests Dialogue; Managing 
Director, World Business Council for sustainable Development

Jens Riese, Senior Partner, McKinsey & Company

Ralph Ashton, Convenor and Chair, Terrestrial Carbon Group

Stefan Reichenbach, Global Head, Environmental Markets, 
Thomson Reuters

Thomas Lovejoy, President, Heinz Center for Science,        
Economics, and the Environment

Marc D. Stuart, Founder, Director of New Business               
Development, EcoSecurities

Working group 06

Forestry and terrestrial carbon 
Room 21
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Working group 07

CHAIR:

Steve J. Lennon, Managing Director, Eskom

FACILITATORS: 

Laurent Corbier, Vice President Sustainable Development 
and Continuous Improvement, Areva

Wendy Poulton, General Manager, Sustainability and        
Innovation, Eskom

SPEAKERS:

Andrew Brandler, Chief Executive Officer, CLP Holdings 

Jeremy Hobbs, Executive Director, Oxfam International 

Jan Dell, Vice President, Energy and Chemicals, CH2MHill 

Claude Nahon, Senior Vice President, Sustainable              
Development and Environment, EDF Group 

David Bresch, Director, Head Sustainability and Emerging 
Risk Management, Swiss Re 

Youssef Nassef, Manager, Adaptation, UNFCCC Secretariat 

Mr Mirza Shawkat Ali, Deputy Director, Bangladesh        
Department of Environment 

Hendro Sangkoyo, Delegation of Indonesia 

Saleem Huq, Senior Fellow, Climate Change, International 
Institute for Environment and Development 

David Stevenson, Director Policy, Planning and Strategy, 
United Nations World Food Program 

Alan Miller, Principal Climate Change Specialist,                 
International Finance Corporation 

      

It is now acknowledged that even if greenhouse gas 
emissions are successfully reduced through mitigation 
actions, some climate change impacts will be unavoid-
able. Adaptation to a changing climate is therefore nec-
essary as temperatures will continue to rise, bringing 
both short- and longer-term impacts. 

These impacts will vary across different business sec-
tors in different geographies. Business stakeholders 
will also be affected in different ways. From a business 
perspective, climate change is likely to affect the loca-
tion, design, operation of infrastructure, and marketing 
of products and services. From a human perspective, 
climate change will have socioeconomic implications 
for workforces and markets. 

Business must therefore not only adapt its own opera-
tions, but can play a role in working with government 
and civil society to prepare for and avoid the worst cli-
mate impacts. This will require a holistic and long-term 
planning perspective, encompassing different levels of 
activity (including international, national, and local) 
and engaging different stakeholders. An international 
climate change framework is an important stimulus to 
drive change at the national and local levels and busi-
ness experience and input can be shared at every step.

This session will therefore focus on direct business 
experience in adapting to climate change. Drawing from 
these experiences, we will highlight policy recommen-
dations to the international energy and climate debate 
to support the scaling-up of global adaptation actions. 

This session is organized by the World Business Council 
for Sustainable Development.

Adapting to climate change through 
strategic planning and collaboration 
Room 20
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Working group 08

CHAIR: 

Lise Kingo, Executive Vice President and Chief of Staffs, 
Novo Nordisk

FACILITATOR: 

Lord Michael Hastings of Scarisbrick, Global Head of 
Citizenship and Diversity, KPMG International

SPEAKERS:

Paul Dickinson, Chief Executive Officer, Carbon Disclosure 
Project

Marcel Jeucken, Head of Responsible Investment, PGGM; 
Principle of Responsible Investment Board designate

Robert Bailis, Professor, Yale University

Lu Youqing, Vice President, China Aluminum Corporation 
(Chinalco)

Mats Forsberg, Chief Executive Officer, Bring CityMail   

Jeff Seabright, Vice President, Environment and Water      
Resources, The Coca-Cola Company     

The Bali Action Plan calls for mitigation activities that 
can be measured, reported and verified (MRV). That ac-
tions can be quantified will be essential for the integ-
rity of a post-2012 climate agreement more robust and 
ambitious than the Kyoto Protocol. The quantification 
of greenhouse gases outputs must become as timely 
and reliable as the statistics for employment, trade or 
financial flows. 

Many companies are gaining experience in non-finan-
cial reporting. Whether for compliance with a carbon 
cap-and-trade scheme or for voluntary disclosure in the 
Carbon Disclosure Project and the UN Global Compact 
Communication on Progress, thousands of compa-
nies have started to monitor, review and publish their 
carbon or greenhouse gases emissions. Cities and other 
organizations with climate strategies are also adopting 
similar practices.

This workshop will propose a qualitative assessment 
of current reporting experiences and will aim to make 
specific recommendations towards a universal report-
ing standard. It will consider how to report actual 
emissions as well as assess the progress of policies, 
technology development and other mitigation actions 
that factor into UNFCCC discussions. It will further 
discuss barriers and opportunities to improve reporting 
practices towards the requirements of a robust interna-
tional MRV framework.

This session is organized by the UN Global Compact.

Measuring and communicating progress 
Room 17
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Working group 09

CHAIR: 

Paul Polman, Chief Executive Officer, Unilever

FACILITATOR:

Aron Cramer, President and Chief Executive Officer,        
Business for Social Responsibility

SPEAKERS:

Per Falholt, Executive Vice President, Research and 

Development, Novozymes 

Peter Graf, Chief Sustainability Officer, SAP 

Marckus Reckling, Executive Vice President, Corporate 
Development, Deutsche Post

Søren Stig Nielsen, Senior Director, Health, Saftery, Security 
and Environment, MaerskLine

      

The networked nature of business operations means 
that effective action to reduce climate impacts will 
require working through the dense value chains upon 
which all companies – and consumers – rely.  Through 
the lens of corporate strategy and operations, the chal-
lenge of achieving consistent measurement frame-
works, supply chain partnerships, and enabling public 
policy frameworks, this workshop will examine the 
role that value chains can play in addressing climate 
change. 

This two-part discussion will enable participants to un-
derstand current contexts; hear about existing innova-
tions; identify current barriers, and develop a roadmap 
for action. The morning will feature brief presentations 
from companies actively looking at value chain ap-
proaches to climate, followed by breakout group discus-
sions that will look at four distinct “building blocks” of 
a comprehensive approach that both reduces impacts 
and looks at innovative solutions.

The afternoon will discuss and gather highlights from 
breakout group deliberations to develop a set of recom-
mended steps for business and government to guide 
the creation of frameworks to shape sustainable value 
chains, from natural resource sourcing to product use 
and end-of-life considerations.

This session is organized by Business for Social           
Responsibility.

Value chain 
Room 10
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Federal Eye

Are secret, dangerous
ingredients in your food?

(Susan Biddle/Washington Post file photo)

By Kimberly Kindy  April 7  

Food

manufacturers are routinely exploiting a “legal

loophole” that allows them to use new chemicals in

their products, based on their own safety studies,

without ever notifying the Food and Drug

Administration, according to a new report by an

environmental and consumer advocacy group.

Natural Resources Defense Council identified 56

companies that were marketing products using 275

chemicals that the company’s hired experts decided

met federal safety standards, known as Generally

Recognized as Safe (GRAS). However, the science

behind those safety findings and the use of the

chemicals was disclosed to the FDA in only six

instances. The New York-based NRDC called its

report “Generally Recognized as Secret” and said the

lack of transparency with the GRAS process is

a public health threat.
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“If you don’t know when (an additive) is being used,

how can you determine if it’s safe?” said Thomas

Neltner, a chemical engineer and co-author of the

study that was presented Monday at a Grocery

Manufacturers Association’s Science Forum at

Washington.

In a prepared statement, the GMA defended

the GRAS process, saying, “It is a very thorough and

comprehensive process that has, under the current

law provided FDA with authority to challenge the

improper marketing of an ingredient as GRAS, and if

necessary, act to remove products containing that

ingredient from the food supply.”

The FDA said that although the law allows for food

manufacturers to make their own safety

determinations, the agency “encourages companies

to consult with the agency when developing new

ingredients.” Ultimately, the FDA said,

manufacturers “are responsible for ensuring that

their food products are safe and lawful.”

NRDC said that Food Additives Amendment of 1958

was enacted, the GRAS process was meant to apply

to innocuous additives like vinegar. Instead, it is

commonly used for chemicals that are potentially

dangerous and have never before been in the

American food supply. For example, until recently,

artificial transfats were considered GRAS but the



FDA has now deemed them dangerous, saying

they cause as many as 7,000 deaths from heart

disease each year.

The organization said its findings are “likely the tip of

the iceberg,” since the scientific work and GRAS

determinations are not publicly disclosed and

therefore difficult to track down. The organization

spent more than a year reviewing trade journals and

talking to food additive consultants to identify the 56

companies that frequently make their own safety

determinations.

The FDA’s food additive process allows companies to

take several paths to determine the safety of new

chemicals or other ingredients.

The most transparent and rigorous path involves

companies submitting a food additive petition –

along with the science behind why they think the

ingredient is safe — to the FDA in an effort to

gain formal approval from the agency. Companies

use the FDA approvals to promote the safety of their

products.

The other, non-public path that NRDC examined

allows companies to determine GRAS status on their

own without notifying the FDA.

A third path allows companies to voluntarily submit

their own GRAS determinations for FDA review and



sign off, but they may withdraw the petition if the

agency is worried about the safety of the

additive. The agency announces the withdrawal but

does not disclose whether it had safety concerns.

The company may then go ahead and use its own

GRAS determination to use the additive in products

anyway. The NRDC found that one in every five

GRAS petitions were either rejected by the FDA or

the company voluntarily withdrew their petition.

NRDC’s report also calls on the FDA to petition

Congress for a new law that would require

manufacturers to submit their safety determinations

to the agency for review and approval. The council

said it is encouraging consumers to “demand” that

their grocery stores and their favorite brands sell

only food products with ingredients that the FDA has

found to be safe.

At Monday’s event, the Grocery Manufacturers

Association also announced a new food additive

research center it has helped create at Michigan State

University, which will be called the Center for

Research on Ingredient Safety (CRIS). GMA’s chief

science officer, Leon Bruner, said the center will

operate independent of the association and will

review the safety of ingredients, train future food

toxicologists and serve as an “independent and

credible source” for the public, news organizations

and the industry.



Kimberly Kindy is a government accountability reporter at The

Washington Post.
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Drug critic slams FDA over antibiotic oversight in
meat production
Mon, Jan 27 2014

By P.J. Huffstutter and Brian Grow

(Reuters) - The United States Food and Drug Administration allowed 18 animal drugs to stay on the market even after an
agency review found the drugs posed a "high risk" of exposing humans to antibiotic-resistant bacteria through food supply,

according to a study released Monday by the Natural Resources Defense Council.

The study by the NRDC, a non-governmental group that criticizes the widespread use of drugs in the meat industry, is the
latest salvo in the national debate over the long-standing practice of antibiotic use in meat production. Agribusinesses say

animal drugs help increase production and keep prices low for U.S. consumers, while consumer advocates and some
scientists raise concerns over antibiotic-resistant bacteria.

The FDA stirred the debate late last year when it unveiled guidelines for drug makers and agricultural companies to
voluntarily phase out antibiotic use as a growth enhancer in livestock. The agency said those guidelines were an effort to

stem the surge in human resistance to certain antibiotics.

But the NRDC's study found the FDA took no action to remove 30 antibiotic-based livestock feed products from the market
even after federal investigators determined many of those antibiotics fell short of current regulatory standards for protecting
human health.

NRDC studied a review conducted by the FDA from 2001 to 2010 that focused on 30 penicillin and tetracycline-based

antibiotic feed additives. The drugs had been approved by regulators to be used specifically for growth promotion of
livestock and poultry - essentially to produce more meat to sell.

The FDA, in a statement, said it began a review of older, approved penicillin and tetracycline products in 2001, and issued
letters to companies who made the products asking for additional safety data.

"Based on its review of this and other information, the Agency chose to employ a strategy that would more broadly address

the concerns about the production use of medically important antimicrobials in food-producing animals," the FDA said.

Some academics specializing in antibiotic resistance criticized the NRDC's study, saying that the findings do not reflect
current regulatory standards because some of the drugs have been withdrawn from the market.

They also say that the study assessed FDA safety guidelines that have been replaced with more stringent standards.

Dr. Randall Singer, associate professor of epidemiology at the University of Minnesota, told Reuters that drug makers and

the U.S. livestock industry are phasing out antibiotics used principally for growth promotion.

"We have been telling (both of) them for years to be prepared for the elimination of growth promotion and feed efficiency

labeling because you cannot make that change overnight," said Singer, who reviewed the NRDC report for Reuters.

The NRDC, which reviewed more than 3,000 pages of documents through a federal Freedom of Information Act request,

said it found evidence to suggest nine of the drugs are still on the market and used by livestock producers. Reuters was not
able to independently verify that detail immediately.

One of the drugs still on the market is animal health company Zoetis Inc's Penicillin G Procaine 50/100, which is fed to

poultry in part to aid in weight gain.

The NRDC says the FDA twice laid out its concerns to that drug maker that the product failed to meet safety regulations. The

unnamed original sponsor of the drug apparently disputed the regulators' findings, according to excerpts from a 1997 letter
sent to the FDA and included in documents obtained by the NRDC.

A spokeswoman for Zoetis, a unit of Pfizer Inc that owns the drug today, said the company already is working to phase out

use of the drug for growth promotion as part of the new FDA guidelines and is planning to relabel the drug for more limited

purposes.

Once companies remove farm-production uses of their antibiotics from drug labels, it would become illegal for those drugs
to be used for those purposes, Deputy FDA Commissioner Michael Taylor told reporters recently. Although the program is

meant to be voluntary, Taylor said the FDA would be able to take regulatory action against companies that fail to comply.

http://www.reutersreprints.com/
http://blogs.reuters.com/search/journalist.php?edition=us&n=brian.grow&
http://www.reuters.com/
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In its statement on Monday, the FDA said it is "confident that its current strategy to protect the effectiveness of medically

important antimicrobials, including penicillins and tetracyclines, is the most efficient and effective way to change the use of
these products in animal agriculture."

NRDC attorney Avinash Kar, one of the study's authors, said the group's findings raise questions about whether regulators

will be effective in enforcing the new guidelines.

"The FDA's failure to act on its own findings about the 30 reviewed antibiotic feed additives is part of a larger pattern of delay

and inaction in tackling livestock drug use that goes back four decades," Kar told Reuters.

(Reporting By P.J. Huffstutter in Chicago and Brian Grow in Atlanta; Editing by David Greising, Amanda Kwan and Kenneth
Maxwell)

© Thomson Reuters 2014. All rights reserved. Users may download and print extracts of content from this website for their
own personal and non-commercial use only. Republication or redistribution of Thomson Reuters content, including by

framing or similar means, is expressly prohibited without the prior written consent of Thomson Reuters. Thomson Reuters
and its logo are registered trademarks or trademarks of the Thomson Reuters group of companies around the world.

Thomson Reuters journalists are subject to an Editorial Handbook which requires fair presentation and disclosure of

relevant interests.

This copy is for your personal, non-commercial use only. To order presentation-ready copies for distribution to colleagues,

clients or customers, use the Reprints tool at the top of any article or visit: www.reutersreprints.com.
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Mr. Joshua Berman 

Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

February 10,20 II 

Natural Resources Defense Council 
1200 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20005 

Re: HQ-2011-00601-F 

Dear Mr. Berman: 

This is an interim response to the request for information that you sent to the Department of 
Energy (DOE) under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. 552. You asked for 
records that reflect communications between the DOE and the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency and/or the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency regarding Property Assessed 
Clean Energy (PACE) energy efficiency retrofit programs, and any responses or attachments. 

The request has been assigned to the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy to 
conduct a search of its files for responsive records. Upon completion of the search and the 
review of any records located, you will be provided a response. 

In your letter, you agreed to pay up to $100.00 for fees associated with the processing of the 
request. You also requested a waiver of processing fees, and stated that disclosure of the 
information will help to inform the pubhc about the DOE's change of position regarding the 
P ACE program. 

For purposes of assessment of fees, you have been categorized under the DOE regulation at 
Title 10, Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1004.9(b)(3), as a "news media" requester. 
Requesters in this category are charged fees for duplication only and are provided 100 pages 
at no cost. 

I have reviewed the information that you provided with your letter to support the request for 
a fee waiver or reduction and determined that the information satisfies the criteria considered 
for a waiver of fees. A waiver, therefore, is appropriate for fees that may be incurred because 
the subject of the request relates to a government activity, and information about the activity 
cuuld lead to greater public understanding about the matter. 

The above referenced number has been assigned to the request and you should refer to it in 
correspondence with the DOE about this matter. If you have questions about processing the 
request, please contact Ms. Ruth Mosby in the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy at EE-I2/Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 
20585. She also can be contacted on (202) 586-8757. 

I appreciate the opportunity to assist you. You may contact Ms. Joan Ogbazghi in this office 
on (202) 586-3595 with any questions about this letter. 

Sincerely, 

~~Ett. 
FOIA Officer 
Office of Information Resources 

* Pnnted With soy ink on recycled paper 
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